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CURRENT TOPICS. 


“A Broxer ” and “ An Auctioneer,” apparently moved 
by @ common impulse, have taken advantage of this 
festive season to disclose a common grievance on the 
same day and through the columns of the same journal. 
The auctioneer alleges that solicitors in good practice 
“receive commissions surreptitiously,” and he asserts 
that “it is a common thing for a solicitor to receive from 
an auctioneer and estate agent one-third of the com- 
mission he may derive from the sale of an estate or other 
pro .’ Nothing is easier than to make general 
allegations of this kind, and nothing is more difficult 
than to rebut them. We never heard of an instance 
of an arrangement for the division of commission 
between an auctioneer and a solicitor, and it would have 
been more satisfactory if the “auctioneer,” in asserting 
that such a practice is common, had stated whether 
he was speaking from his own experience or 
from that sort of floating gossip which prevails among per- 
sons of lively imagination who meet at a Christmas dinner 
to talk over their business prospects. We are confident 
that no general practice of the kind described by “an 
auctioneer” exists among solicitors, and we are equally 
confident that the great body of solicitors would be the 
first to reprobate such a practice. The division of fees 
with brokers rests on a different footing. We believe 
it is not unusual for brokers to accept a lower rate of 
commission from persons who give them a large 
and constant amount of business, and it may 
be urged that if this practice is to continue, 
it is reasonable that a similar allowance should 
be made to a solicitor who sends a great many orders. 
This allowance cannot by possibility be recovered by 
the broker from the client in the shape of over- 
charge ; the client gets his work done, and pays no more 
than he would have done if he had gone direct to the 
broker. Notwithstanding all this, we think that the 
client should have the benefit of the abatement, if any is 
made. But see what the result would be. Would any 
man who wanted to buy, say, £10,000 of Consols, go to 
abroker and pay £12 10s. for commission, when, if he 
went to his solicitor, he could have it done for £6 5s. ? 
We trow not. The effect would be that solicitors in 
large practice would be overwhelmed with stock- 
broking work which they could not refuse without 
offending their clients, We believe it is to the interest 
of solicitors in the long run to keep clear altogether of 
the system of dividing commissions for non-legal busi- 
ness, 





For A LONG PERIop there has been a considerable 
amount of doubt and discussion in the courts of law 
with regard to a particnlar class of railway accidents 
which have been termed “platform cases.” The vexed 


railway company has been guilty of negligence is for 
the court, and how far it is for the jury. The tendency 
for a long time was to treat the question, to a great 
extent, as one of law for the court. It seems to us 
obvious, looking at the thing on principle, that such 
questions are pure questions of fact, and it appears from 
certain cases recently reported in the daily papers that 
the Court of Appealnowconsider that the well-known case, 
commonly referred to as Bridge's case, in the House of 
Lords, has finally decided that the matter is one of fact 
for the jury. In the interests of our law, regarded as a 
scientific study, we are glad that this has been so 
decided. ‘The result of the other view has been to flood 
the law reports with decisions on pure matters of fact. 
When once a case, turning on peculiar facts, as these 
cases did, has been reported, every successive case with 
any trifling alteration of facts has to be reported also. 
In one case we learn that the train stopped three 
minutes without being backed; in another that it 
stopped one minute and a half. In one case we are told 
that two porters loudly called out the name of the place, 
and that there was no light at the spot when an old 
lady got out; in another case that one porter called out 
the name of the place, but another shouted loudly, “keep 
your seats,” and that the place where an old gentleman 
got out was just opposite the light from a signal-box; in 
one case that the passenger carried a large bundle, and in 
another thatthe passengercarrieda baby, andsoonthrough 
all the permutations and combinations of facts which 
can be twisted by counsel’s ingenuity into negligence on 
the one hand, and contributory negligence on the other. 
It was absurd that such questions should be allowed to 
be spoken of as questions of law, or that they should 
ever find their way into the reports. The whole 
difficulty arose from the strong tendency of juries 
to find iniquitous verdicts against companies, which 
produced an almost equally strong tendency on the part 
of judges to interfere with questions of fact in order to 
keep some sort of control over the partiality of jurymen. 
This was always done on the pretext that the question 
involved was whether there was any evidence to go to 
the jury. The line that these cases have taken in this 
respect illustrates the constant tendency there is in all 
legal systems towards fictions in order to mask deviations 
from general principles, which it is thought dangerous 
openly to interfere with, but the application of which 
to a particular class of cases is inexpedient. To see a 
presumably respectable intellect posturing on the slender 
rope which divides the question whether there was any 
evidence of negligence to go to a jury, and the question 
whether the verdict was against evidence, is a most pain- 
ful specimen of mental gymnastics. The truth is that 
in most of these cases the matters which the judges dis- 
cussed on the supposed issue whether there was evidence 
to go to the jury, were really proper to the question, 
whether the verdict was against evidence. It isno doubt 
true that questions of fact are for the jury, and questions 
of law are for the judge, but the judges have 
always, to some extent, interfered in respect of 
questions of fact, and they always must do so. 
What the cases now appear to have determined is 
that, in the “platform”’ class of cases, the interference 
has gone too far. 





A RATHER STRINGENT ORDER was made on a solicitor 
in a case of Re Clark, heard by the Chief Judge 
on the 22nd inst. A debtor filed a liquidation peti- 
tion. The creditors resolved to accept a composition 
of 5s. in the pound, which was to be paid in two instal- 
ments of 2s, and 3s., the payment of the second instal- 
ment being secured by the joint and several promissory 
note of two sureties. No trustee was appointed. The 
resolution was registered by the debtor's solicitor, and 
he, out of moneys furnished to him by the debtor, paid 
the creditors the first instalment of the composition. 





question was how far the determination whether the 


After the second instalment became due, a sum sufficient 
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to provide for it was placed in the solicitor’s hands, 
partly by the debtor and partly by one of the sureties. 
The debtor gave the latter a bill of sale as security for 
the sum which he advanced. The solicitor sent a 
circular to the creditors informing them that on a stated 
day he should be prepared to’pay them the second 
instalment of the composition at his office. He signed 
this circular as “ Solicitor for the debtor.” After this he 
actually paid the second instalment to some of the 
creditors, but most of them were left unpaid. One of 
the creditors who was unable to obtain payment applied to 
the county court for a personal order upon the solicitor to 
pay him his share of the secondinstalment. The solicitor 
resisted the application on the ground that he had acted 
in the matter solely as solicitor for the debtor; that he 
had received the money as the debtor’s agent, and he 
considered that he was not bound to part with it except 
under the debtor’s instructions. He said, moreover, that 
the debtor had lately absconded owing him a consider- 
able sum for costs, incurred in relation to the composition 
proceedings and other matters, and he claimed a lien 
upon the money in his hands for these costs. The judge 
of the Luton County Court dismissed the creditor's ap- 
plication, upon the ground that there was no privity of 
contract between the solicitor and the creditors. The 
Chief Judge, however, was of opinion that, by means of 
the payment of the money to the solicitor for the pur- 
pose of meeting the second instalment of the composition, 
and his own circular to the creditors, a trust had been 
constituted on their behalf, the fulfiment of which the 
court had jurisdiction to enforce upon the solicitor as one 
of its own officers. An order was, therefore, made that 
the solicitor should pay the second instalment of the 
composition to the applicant upon the debt which he 
had proved, and that the solicitor should also pay the 
applicant’s costs, 





THE STATUTORY JURISDICTION exercised by the Chan- 
cery Division under various Acts of Parliament is 
strictly hedged about with precautions, and many of 
these safeguards are, no doubt, necessary. But, as an 
instance of rather excessive caution in the Legislature, 
there may be mentioned the 37th section of the Settled 
Estates Act (19 & 20 Vict. c. 120). In a case of Re 
Kirkham’ s Settled Estates, before the Master of the Rolls 
a few days ago, it became necessary to examine a married 
woman who was a respondent to a petition for the 
sanction of a lease by the court. It turned out that the 
property in question was settled to the lady’s separate 
use; but the 37th section directs that “ such examina- 
tion shall be made, whether the hereditaments, which 
are the subject of the application, shall be settled in 
trust for the separate use of such married woman 
independently of her husband or not.” Under such 
circumstances as those in the recent case it would be 
well if the court had power to dispense with this 
formality. Some of the judges have done so, upon the 
ground that the married woman has been abroad, or too 
ill to go through the fatigue of examination, and we see 
no reason why a discretion should not be vested in the 
judge to dispense with the examination whenever he 
deems it useless, 





In a recent case the Master of the Rolls informed the 
members of the junior bar that on motion to vary 
minutes the only question which he could allow to be 
argued was, what was the actual order made, and he 
could not on such a motion allow the case to be re- 
argued. The only exceptions were when both parties 
consented to something being added to the minutes, or, 
as sometimes happened, when it could not be ascertained 
what order had been made; in the latter case his lord- 
ship might allow the case to be put in the paper to be 
argued again. 








SIDE-WIND LEGISLATION. 


Tue time Mr. Brodie devoted to the drafting of the Fing 
and Recoveries Act is well known; it would be in 

to know how much time the framers of section 25 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, bestowed on the consideration 
the far-reaching changes introduced by that provision, 
Mr. Brodie wished to leave as little as possible to bg 
settled by litigation ; the framers of the above-mentioned 
section of the Judicature Act laid down general r 
specified, in some cases, a few of the more obvions ip. 
stances of their application, and, as to the rest, left the 
exact extent of the alterations effected to be worked ont 
at the cost of suitors. 

Of the sub-sections of section 25 the first was pro. 
bably the most imperfect. It was apparently drafted in 
forgetfulness of the rule in Kellock's case, and as it wag 
passed into law it left the chancery rule of administra. 
tion, which enabled the secured creditor to prove for the 
full-amount of his debt, and afterwards to realize hig 
security, in full force with regard to the winding up of 
companies. ‘This was remedied before the section came 
into force by the repeal of the sub-section and its 
re-enactment in the Act of 1875, with the addition of g 
few words extending the provisions of the sub-section to 
the winding up of any company under the Com 
Acts, 1862 and 1867. But no sooner did the amended pro. 
vision come into operation than it began to be perceived 
that numerous questions would arise. The sub-seo. 
tion applies expressly only to the administration by the 
court of the assets of any person dying insolvent 
after the commencement of the Act. What rule 
must be followed by executors or administrators of 
such estates before an action for administration has 
been commenced? ‘This point has not yet, so 
far as we know, been settled by decision. Then 
the question was raised whether the provision as 
to the winding up of companies was retrospective, and a 
decision was necessary to settle this point. The further 
question has now arisen as to what provisions of the buank- 
ruptey law were intended to be applied to the winding up 
of companies by the expression, “the same rules shall 
prevail and be observed as to the respective rights of 
secured and unsecured creditors, and as to debts and 
liabilities provable, . . . as may be in force for the time 
being under the law of bankruptcy with respect to the 
estates of persons adjudged bankrupt.” 

This question received a partial answer from Vice~ 
Chancellor Malins a few days before the close of the 
last sittings in the case of Jn re the Coal Consumers’ 
Company (Limited). A landlord claimed to distrain, 
after a winding-up order, for rent due to him from the 
company both before and after the winding-up order, on 
the ground that by the above quoted provision the 
rules of bankruptcy had been imported into the winding 
up of a company, and one of these rules is that a 
landlord may, either before or after the commencement 
of the bankruptcy, distrain upon the goods or effects of 
the bankrupt for the rent due to him from the bank- 
rupt, with this limitation, that if such distress for 
rent be levied after the commencement of the bank- 
ruptcy it shall be available only for one year's rent 
accrued due prior to the date of the order of adjudica- 
tion ; but the landlord may prove under the bankruptcy 
for the overplus due for which the distress may not have 
been available (Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s, 34). The 
learned Vice-Chancellor is etated to have decided, with 
regard to the rent due before the winding-up order, that 
“he could not regard the 10th section of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, as extending to the alteration of the subsist- 
ing relations of landiord and tenant in such cases as 
that before him;” “all that the 10th section meant to 
provide for was that a landlord of a company should 
have a proof in the winding up similar to what a land- 
lord would be entitled to in the bankruptcy of an 
individual debtor.” As to the rent due after the 





winding-up order the Vice-Chancellor is stated to have 


Dec. 30, 186, 










Pabie 


= 


Se ee a ea a: a 






























‘Dee. 30, 1876. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





163 








———————— 
—_—_—_— 


reserved his decision, and upon that point we shall say 
nothing. 

The arguments upon the former point against the 
jandlord’s claim were largely founded on the words 
“ ive rights of secured and unsecured creditors ” 

_ jn section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875. Counsel for 
the official liquidator are stated to have contended that 
g landlord was not a secured creditor within the 
definition in section 16 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
which seems to be clear; and, further, that neither was 
he an unsecured creditor, which seems to be pushing 
the argument rather far. It may be admitted that the 
intention of this part of the sub-section was to get 
ridof the rule in Kellock’s case, and that what was 
really meant was that, as regards the rights of secured 
creditors, the rule in bankruptcy should prevail. The 
Vice-Chancellor read the sub-section as meaning that as 
regards the conflicting rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors the bankruptcy rule should prevail. But 
the sub-section does not say either of these things. 
It says that as to the rights of unsecured creditors 
the rule in bankruptcy shall prevail. That is to 
say, unsecured creditors shall have the same rights 
as in bankruptcy. Granting that the “rights” here 

of are only the rights possessed by all un- 
secured creditors in bankruptcy, it may be asked, What 
are these rights? To have divided among them the 
residue of the bankrupt’s property beyond that appro- 
priated by the secured creditors, and sold by the landlord 
under his limited power of distress. It might be contended 
that if the unsecured creditors get not only this, but 
also the proceeds of the property which in bankruptcy 
the landlord might have distrained and sold, they have 
notthe same rights as unsecured creditors in bankruptcy, 
but other and larger rights. And it is to be observed 
that in the same sub-section it is provided that in the 
winding up of a company the same rules shall be ob- 
served, “‘as to debts and liabilities provable,” as under 
the law of bankruptcy, and that “all persons who, in 
any such case, would be entitled to prove for or receive 
dividends out of the assets of any such company may 
come in under the winding up of such company, and 
make such claims as they may respectively be entitled 
to by virtue of this Act.” Under the Bankruptcy Act, 
one of the rules observed as to debts provable is that the 
landlord may prove for “ the overplus due [for rent] for 
which the distress may not have been available.” It 
may be said that if the landlord cannot distrain he 
cannot prove for the overplus due for rent, and 
therefore that the rules as to debts provable would 
net be the same in bankruptcy and in the winding up of 
& company, 

On the whole, however, we think that Vice-Chancellor 
Malins was right in holding that the Legislature could 
not have intended by a side-wind to repeal the provisions 
of sections 85, 87, and 163 of the Companies Act. But 
the question remains whether, in the administration by 
the court of the estate of an insolvent tenant, the land- 
lord may not be restricted to a distress for one year’s 
tent. There may be little doubt that if the question 
came up for decision the courts would decline to allow 
the landlord’s rights to be swept away by a side-wind ; but 
chy to be regretted that room was left for any doubt 





Mr. William Bachelor Ooltman, barrister, has been 
Gazetted as Major in the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers, in 
succession to Major Joseph William Chitty, Q.C., who 


The cotrespondence between tho British and American 
Governments on the subject of extradition has been laid 
before the United tates Senate, and President Grant 
erreacee the transmission of tho documents with a note, 
in which he says :—" Our Government is now prepared to 
consider the question of an amendment of the treaty, increas: 


PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RIGHTS IN A 
NAVIGABLE RIVER. 


Il. 


We discussed last week the decision of the House of 
Lords in the case of Lyon v. The Fishmongers’ Com- 
pany (L. R. 1 App. 662), and drew attention to the 
weak point in the view taken by the Lords Justices in 
limiting the principle they laid down to tidal waters. 
Although we cannot doubt that the House’ of Lords 
was right in the decision to which it came on the case, 
we think that the judgment hardly went to the root of 
the matter. That is not to be wondered at, because no 
legal tribunal cares to go much deeper than is necessary 
for determining the case in hand. But as the same re- 
sponsibility does not attach in a mere speculative dis- 
cussion on a subject, we should like to examine a little 
more closely into this question of public and private 
rights. 

It seems to us that the Lords Justices were per- 
fectly correct in saying that it was not by 
virtue of any private right that the riparian pro- 
prietor used the river as a highway in connection 
with his premises. The only correct meaning of the 
term “ private ” in this connection seems to us to be to 
indicate that the right is in one or some individuals to 
the exclusion of the public at large. We do not quite 
like the term “ natural servitude”’ as applied to the case, 
though we have used it, and though the expressions of 
the House of Lords seem to sanction such language. 
The term “natural servitude” seems to us more cor- 
rectly to indicate the sort of right to the continuance of 
the natural state of things on adjoining lands that 
belongs to owners of property, but not to the general 
public; for instance, the right to the flow of water in 
a non-navigable river. But the right to insist on the 
maxim Aqua currit et debet currere in the Thames was 
not a right in any persons, or set of persons, exclusively, 
but in the public at large. The true view of the case 
seems to us to be, first that there was no 
private right over the river belonging to the premises. 
There the Lords Justices stopped, as if that settled the 
case. But, secondly, it seems to us that there was a 
private right to have the premises riparian. In other 
words, if a wrongdoer could come and remove the house 
a mile from the river, or turn it round so that its 
windows and doors faced backwards, clearly it would be 
a tortious infringement of a private right. Suppose the 
sea had been in question and not ariver; we never 
heard any talk of a private right over the sea, but it is 
clear, we should think, that building a mole in the 
sea before a man’s land running down to the sea 
would be an infringement, not of his private right 
over the sea, but of his private rights in his pre- 
mises. Taking the river away from the premises is 
the same in effect as taking the premises away from 
the river. 

The question whether the decision in Lyon v. Fish- 
mongers’ Company properly turned on any question of 
natural servitude or not seems to us tobe neatly raised by 
considering whether the decision ought to be similar if, 
instead of a river highway, you take the case of a land 
highway, and suppose similar statutory enactments with 
regard to it. A land highway might be of similar 
conformation to the river in the case we are discussing, 
giving a double frontage. If the decision ought to 
be similar in such a case, where there can be no 
question of natural servitudes, then it seems to follow 
that the true principle governing Lyon v. Fishmongers’ 
Company was a broader and somewhat different one 
from that laid down by the House of Lords. Now, the 
case of Chamberlain v. West End of London, &c., Rail- 
way Company (10 W. R. 645, 2 B. & 8. 605) seems to 
show that in the case of a land highway the decision 
would have been the same. No doubt the question 
there was not quite the same, because it was whether 





ing the class of offences for which extradition may be 
demanded,” 


there was an injurious affecting within the Lands Clauses 
Act, But the effect of Ricket’s case (15 W. R. 936, 
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L. R. 2H. L. 175) would rather seem to be to show 
that Chamberlain's case must be put on the ground of 
injury to the premises themselves. Mere special 
damage to the individual arising from the infringement 
of a public right will not apparently give any right to 
compensation. There must be aninjury to the premises 
themselves that would have been actionable but for the 
statute. But the actionable wrong to the premises in 
the case of a land highway could not be the interference 
with a natural servitude. The wrong could only be 
regarded as an interference with the right of having 
the premises in a particular position with regard to the 
placeon which a public right was exercisable, 7.e., fronting 
upon a public highway. Though, as we stated at the 
outset, there is an obvious distinction between the case 
of a natural water highway and a public road, because, 
in the one case, questions of matters in the nature of 
natural servitudes come in, and in the other they do 
not, we are far from sure that the decision in the 
House of Lords was not permitted to turn too much on 
the doctrine of rights jure nature, or natural servitudes. 
Lord Selborne, indeed, in his judgment does just 
indicate, but does not follow out, the principles we 
suggest as to the rights of a proprietor fronting upon a 
public road, but on the whole the judgment is not rested 
on that basis. 

We may add, in conclusion, that we are not quite clear 
thatthe whole discussion, both in thecourt below and in the 
House of Lords, was notfounded on an erroneous premiss. 
Why should the saving clause in the Act be confined to 
private rights? It will at once be answered, “ Because, 
otherwise, such a wide field would be opened as would 
prevent the benefit intended by the statute.” We thinka 
eareful study of the words of the section would have shown 
that this danger did not arise. The words are “any right to 
which any owner of lands on the banks of the river is by 
law entitled.” It is confined to riparian proprietors, and 
this, we should think, would limit the right sufficiently. 
We do not at present see why this language should be 
confined to private rights of riparian proprietors. It 
might fairly be read as confined to public and private 
rights exercisable by riparian proprietors over the par- 
ticular portion of river and bank in respect of which they 
were riparians. We do not see why the right of the 
riparian, as a member of the public, in respect of the 
particular portion of river opposite to the land he 
occupies should not be intended to be preserved as 
much as a private right, properly so called. He has 
an individual right as occupier which is peculiarly 
beneficial to him ; the public have the same right but are 
not so favourably situated with regard to the enjoyment 
ofit. We should have thought that this is just one of 
the rights the Act meant to preserve. If we are correct 
in this view all the learning displayed in the court below 
and in the House of Lords was thrown away on a false 
issue. 








A correspondent of a daily paper points out that “in 
more than one statutory advertisement of intention toapply 
to Parliament forcompulsory powers to acquire land, houses, 
&c., there appears this short, easily over-looked, but most 
important sentence, fraught with the gravest consequences 
to all property owners: ‘To enable the company to 
purchase and take part of any house, manufactory, ware- 
house, building, wharf, or other property, the whole of 
which may not be required for the purposes of the intended 
Act.’ Under the 92nd section of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, no owner of any house, &c., can be com- 
pelled to sell a part of such house; and the value of this 
protective clause has been since proved and appreciated by 
thousands of owners whose property has been compulsorily 
interfered with by railway and other public companies. 
But once let this section of the Act become virtually 
repealed by the unopposed insertion of the enabling clause 
above quoted, and farewell to the present parity between 
the company armed with compulgory powers and the 


viotim whose property is seized.’ 


——_———. 


Recent Dectstang. 


PROTECTED TRANSACTIONS UNDER THRE 
BANKRUPTCY ACT. 


(In re Wright, Eu parte Arnold, O.A., 24 W.R, 977, 
L. RB. 3 Ch. D. 70.) 


The protection of certain transactions with a bankrupt, 
after the commencement of the bankruptcy, as provided 
for by the 94th section of the Act of 1869, appears to 
have given rise to very little litigation, probably because, 
in spite of verbal differences, the section is substantially 
a re-enactment of that part of section 133 of the Act’of 
1849 which relates to the same subject-matter. Section 
94 protects from invalidity certain dealings with the 
bankrupt, which, as made after the commencement of 
the bankruptcy, would otherwise be invalid, provided the 


person dealing has no notice of the act of bankruptcy — 


and adjudication has not, at the time of the dealing, 
actually taken place. Those dealings are, payments to 
the bankrupt made bond fide and for value received (sec. 
tion 94, sub-section 1); payment on delivery to the 
bankrupt of money or goods belonging to him (sub-sec. 
tion 2); and any contract or dealing with him made 
bond fide and for valuable consideration (sub-section 3), 
Important light has been thrown by the above-mentioned 
decision upon the construction of sub-section 3, which 
differs from the prior enactment in that it requires the 
dealing to be not merely bond fide, but also for valuable 
consideration, bona fides only having been required by 
section 133 of the Act of 1849. In Grahamv. Furber 
(2 W. R. 39, 14 C. B. 134) it was held that when the 
true owner of the goods took possession under the re. 
quired conditions, the taking of possession was a bond 
Jide dealing within section 133, and entitled the true 
owner to the goods, which, but for the section, would 
have gone to the creditors as being in the bankrupt’s 
reputed ownership at the commencement of the bank. 
ruptcy. It has now been held by the Courtof Appeal (re- 
versing the decision of the Chief Judge), that, notwithstand- 
ing the reference in the new act to valuable consideration, 
precisely the same rule still applies, so as to enable a bill of 
sale holder to take possession after an act of bankruptcy 
of which he has no notice. Lord Justice Mellish said 
that the bill of sale was for valuable consideration, and 
the words were only intended to prevent a mere giving 
away of the bankrupt’s property, a proceeding which 
probably would have been no more valid under the 
words of the old Act than it is under sub-section 3. 








Looking to the number of divorces in these days, says 
the Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence, the decision in 
case of Cook v. Cook (November 4, 1876, 14 8. L. R. 43) 
deserves notice. That case turned upon a construotion of 
the Act 37 & 38 Vict. o. 64, 8.2. That section renders it 
competent to examine the perties, and their husbands and 
wives as witnesses in any divorce suit. But it provides 
that they shall not be “liable to be asked or bound to 
answer any question tending to show that he or she has 
been guilty of adultery, unless such witness shall have 
already given evidence in the same proceeding in disproof 
of his or her alleged adultery.” Cook, the pursuer in an 
undefended action of divorce, examined as a witness & man 
whom he alleged to be the father of a child to which the 
defender bad given birth, In the course of his examina- 
tion this person was asked whether he had had intercourse 
with the defender upon a particular occasion. The Lord 
Ordinary reported the point of the competency of such & 
question to the Inner House. The Lord President, in 
giving judgment, indicated as the opinion of the court 
that the object of the statute plainly was that a witness 
should not be put in the position of refusing to answer, 
ae therefore it enacts that he shall not be liable to be 
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Rehtews. 


LAW OF REGISTRATION. 


Tue Law oF PARLIAMENTARY AND Menicrpat Reaistra- 
mon. By AwgxanpgR COnartes Nicoit, of the 
Middle Temple, and Arruur Joun Fraxman, of the 
Middle Temple, Barristers-at-Law. London: Knight 
& Co. 


The plan of this book appears to be well conceived. 
The first part is devoted to “Parliamentary Lists in 
Counties,” the second part treats of “Burgess Lists,’ 
and the third part embraces “ Parliamentary Lists in 
Boroughs,” while an appendix contains the Poor Rate 
Assessment Act of 1869, and the Borough Registration 
Bill which failed to become law last session. Each 

contains a table of voters’ qualifications, with re- 
ferences to the statutes creating them, and the pages in 
the book where the sections now in force are set out. 
There is afterwards given a table of the duties of the 
officials upon whom the task of compiling and correct- 

the lists of voters devolves, with similar references 
tostatutes and subsequent pages. These tables are, per- 
haps, the most carefully executed portions of the book. 
After each table the material sections of the Acts re- 
ferred to are printed, with their own marginal notes, and 
explanatory notes by the authors. A chronological 
arrangement of the statutes has, wisely, not been at- 
tempted, but the sections dealing with the same subject 
have, in most cases, been successfully collected. Never- 
theless this portion of the book necessarily abounds in 
cross-references; and they are not always given to the page 
of the book, as weil as to the statute. The habit of re- 
ferring to the “‘ Registration Act,” the “Reform Act,” &c., 
sometimes by those titles alone, and sometimes by their 
numerical titles, is not conducive to the reader’s conve- 
nience, especially as he fails to find ‘* Registration Act” 
in the index at the end of the volume. In the same in- 
dex, by-the-by, we are unable to find any reference 
to £12 occupiers under the head of ‘‘ Qualification.” 

The annotation of the sections is, however, the least 
satisfactory part of the work. The want of some refer- 
ence, as (a) or (1), in the body of the section, to the 
note referring to each particular word or sentence, 
is an inconvenience which a little labour would have 
obviated. The terseness of some of the notes has 
struck us favourably, but several consist of head- 
notes copied verbatim from various reports. Some- 
times a slight verbal alteration is made in a head- 
note; but the omission of the word semble from the 
note of Hadfield’s case (p. 93) is scarcely an advantage, 
while an omission of two words on p. 91 makes the 
note of Newton v. The Overseers of Mobberley speak of 
“A waiver by the respondent of the appellant’s intention 
to appeal.” It is, however, only fair to state that many 
of the notes appear to be original. So far as they are 
given, the cases are brought down to the date of publica- 
tim—for instance, on p. 17 we have a note of 
Hargreaves v. Hopper (24 W. R. 186, L. R. 1 0. P. D. 
195), but after reading in the introduction that “ great 
care has been taken in the notes that everything should 
be embodied which has direct bearing upon the law 
contained in the sections which precede them,’ we 
should scarcely expect to find such cases as Chorlton v. 
Overseers of Tonge, Simey v. Dixon and Mather v. 
Overseers of Allendale entirely ignored. On the whole 
we think that the execution of the book does not quite 
equal the design. 





= 





It is stated that at Brighton, on Thursday, a man was 
fined 1s. for an assault, consisting in touching the com- 
Plainant on the shoulder, and “shouting in bis ear in 
ren ® hideous manner that he was laid up for three 





General Corresponvence. 


Drvipine Commissions. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Srr,—A recent case in the theatrical world has called 
attention to the question of commission generally, and, 
amongst other instances, to the practice which is stated 
to prevail of solicitors dividing commissions with stock- 
brokers and even with auctioneers. I do not believe the 
practice is general, or even common, and I am sure that 
no solicitor or firm of standing would be a party to such 
an arrangement. No doubt there may be some among 
those solicitors who require or accept such a division, 
who have found the practice existing in their firm and 
have not cared or perhaps been able to alter it. I am 
satisfied, however, that a little reflection will show its 
wholly indefensible character. 

In the first place it lowers the standard of professional 
character, and reduces a solicitor to the level of a com- 
mission agent. Imagine what would be said of a 
physician who agreed to divide his fees with the doctor 
by whom he was called in, or of the barrister who 
made a similar arrangement with the solicitor who re- 
tained him! Yet in what respect would these instances 
be more or less disreputable than those of a solicitor 
compelling or allowing a stockbroker or auctioneer to 
divide with him the commission which they alone can 
earn, and with which the solicitor, as such, has nothing 
whatever to do ? 

There is no parallel whatever between these practices 
and the well established and recognized usage by which 
London agents divide their charges with their country 
clients. That usage rather resembles that by which 
barristers hold briefs or settle drafts for one another on 
an arrangement for division of fees, and is adopted for 
the mutual convenience of solicitors, each of whom could 
perform the work himself, but one of whom finds it more 
advantageous for his client and himself to entrust it to 
the other. In this case, moreover, charges for communi- 
cations between the solicitors are seldom made or allowed 
—while in the practice on which I am animadverting 
the solicitor charges, and is paid for his instructions to and 
attendances upon the broker and auctioneer in the same 
way as if he had, as he ought to have, no share whatever 
in their remuneration. Moreover, in the one case the 
arrangement is acknowledged and sanctioned; but will 
any solicitor assert that his client is aware that he is to 
divide the auctioneer’s or broker's commission and ap- 
proves of his doing so ? 

The practice is necessarily injurious to the client ; 
for the best brokers and auctioneers will not submit to 
the imposition, and the solicitor is tempted to employ 
others of less high character who will. Moreover, it is 
impossible for the solicitor to deal very strictly with 
charges, even in themselves excessive, of which he is to 
receive a considerable proportion. He dare not refuse 
payment or require any considerable reduction, lest his 
own interest in the transaction should be exposed. 

Lastly, the practice is unquestionably illegal, and any 
solicitor who has received any share in the broker’s or 
auctioneer’s commission has received it to his client’s 
use, and may be compelled to account for it, It is his 
duty to have his client’s business transacted on the most 
advantageous terms, and, if it can be and is done on less 
than the usual scale, the client, and not the solicitor, 
must reap the benefit. Having regard to the confiden- 
tial relations between solicitor and client, I think that 
an account of such receipts could be taken, even though 
more than six years had elapsed since the actual 
receipt, provided that the client had not previously had 
the means of knowing the real state of the facts. 

A Lonpon Sourcrror. 
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DEEDs PoLt. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,] 

Sir,—In ‘‘ Williams’ Real Property,” p. 150 (11th ed.), 
it is stated that a deed poll is made by one party only. 
Now, I have known deed polls to be made by two parties 
—i.e., where two trustees and executors renounce the trusts 
and probate of a will. 

Can you tell me whether you think such a deed poll is 
invalid ? J.H.B. 

[A deed poll is technically said to be by one party only, 


but that ‘‘party” may consist of more than one person.— 
Ep. 8. J.] 








DIVIDING COMMISSIONS. 


THERE has been some correspondence in the Times this 
week on this subject. ‘‘A Broker” wrote as follows :— 
‘*The incidental remarks that have been made in connec- 
tion with the cause Coe v. Sothern, as to the questionable 
morality of dividing commissions, suggest reference to the 
practice of solicitors demanding half commission from 
stockbrokers on business introduced through their influence. 
That there are many honourable exceptions to this rule I 
am well aware, but that itisan ordinary custom is wellknown. 
If I, a broker, undertake to buy £100 Consols for 1s. 3d. 
instead of 2s. 6d., my obligation to do the best I can for my 
principal is no less, and I should have thought the same 
moral responsibility attached to a solicitor who is paid for 
his services. If he gives his client credit for the return 
commission, well and good ; on the other hand, he is doing 
what is equivalent to a broker making something out of the 
dealer of whom he buys stock, in addition to his commis- 
sion, a proceeding as to the character of which there can be 
no question, and which would render him liable to imme- 
diate expulsion.” 

‘* An Auctioneer” on the same day wrote: —‘‘In your 
rematks on Coe v. Sothern you stated that the practice 
which led to the dismissal of the plaintiff would not be 
tolerated in any other than the theatrical profession, 
though it may prevail toa large extent between butlers 
and housekeepers, and the family tradespeople. It may 
interest some of your readers to know that persons in a 
much less humble position—namely, solicitors in good 
practice—do not disdain to receive commissions surrepti- 
tiously, to the detriment—as it must be in the long run— 
of their clients. For instance, it is a common thing for a 
solicitor to receive from an auctioneer and estate agent 
one-third of the commission he may derive from the sale of 
an estate or other property. The client may suffer, con- 
sequently, in two ways—either he may be charged at a 
higher rate than is necessary to pay the agent for his 
services, that the latter may be able to pay the solicitor a 
commission, or the solicitor may recommend an incompetent 
agent, who will allow him a commission, rather than a 
well-qualified one, who sets his face against such a 


To this “ A Country Solicitor ” replies :—" Although there 
are many members of my profession better qualified than 
myself to reply to the two letters under the above head in 
the Times of to-day, yet I should be sorry that the state- 
ments of ‘A Broker’ and ‘ An Auctioneer’ should pass 
without immediate comment, as might be the case if I left 
the reply to others. 

‘*In reply to the ‘Broker,’ I would point out that he 
does not undertake to buy £100 Consols for 1s. 3d. The 
commission for purchasing £100 Consols is 2s. 6d. ; and if 
a client buy this amount directly, or through a solicitor, 
broker, or other agent, he pays this commission of 2s. 6d. 
and no more. Any agreement a broker may make with 
an intermediary agent as to business introduced by him is 
of no concern to the principal, provided that it does not 
affect the latter pecuniarily. The practical result of the 
matter is this:—Custom on the Stock Exchange fixes a 
certain fee to be paid to brokers upon their buying or 
selling stock. It is natural that brokers should draw a 
distinction between customers who give them large and 
frequent orders and those who give them small and infre- 
quent ones, It is competent forthem to say to a solicitor, 
*I will give you half my fee upon any business I do for 
you,’ and there is, in my opinion, nothing dishonourable in 
the solicitor’s accepting it. 





“‘ With regard to the ‘Auctioneer,’ I would remark tha 
your correspondent evidently fouls his own nest. I deny tha 
it is ‘a common thing for a solicitor to receive from an 
auctioneer one-third (or any part) of the commission he 
receive from the sale of an estate.’ I never knew or heard of 
such a thing being done. I am equally sure that no first-class 
auctioneer would submit to pay such commission. It may by 
asked, ‘ How do you istently defend the principle of x 
ceiving commissions from a broker, and denounce the i 
of it from an auctioneer?’ The answer is simple, First, 
because, while a broker’s fee is fixed, an auctioneer’s is not 
fixed, and therefore any commission he may pay is added, or 
liable to be added, to his charge first of all, to the injury of 
the client, in the same way as commissions paid by trades. 
people to domestic servants; secondly, becaase while a solici- 
tor employs one broker he is obliged to employ many auction. 
eers, according t6 the situation ef the property, the nature of 
the object of sale, or the wish of the seller. Consequently, 
there does not exist between a solicitor and an auctioneer the 
reason for the latter parting with a portion of his fair profit, 
on the ground above mentioned—viz., large and frequent 
orders, 

“TI quite indorse the opinions expressed by you in your 
article upon Coe v. Sothern, but I do not understand you 
to go further than this: when a commission comes or is 
liable to come, either directly or indirectly, out of the 
employer's pocket, it is wrong. Such would be liableto 
be the case did a solicitor receive a commission from an 
auctioneer; such is not the case with the commissions-re 
ceived from brokers.” , 

“S. 8S. C.” says, ‘‘ Referring to the letters signed “A 
Broker” and “ An Auctioneer,” in your impression of to-day, 
I do not believe that any respectable solicitor would think it 
justifiable to divide commission with a broker or an auc- 
tioneer. I belieye that such an abuse occasionally prevails; 
but the practice would certainly be condemned by the 
Council of the Law Institution (of which I am a member) as 
highly reprehensible.” 




















MR. BARON HUDDLESTON AT WORCESTER. 


Ar Worcester, on Thursday, December 21, the town 
council, accompanied by a large body of citizens, waited 
upon Mr. Baron Huddleston and presented an address of 
congratulation to him on his elevation to the judicial bench. 
Mr. Baron Huddleston replied at some length, observing 
that proceedings such as those of that day did not often 
occur in the life of a man, and he could assure them he was 
not speaking the mere language of conventionality when he 
said that that day was the proudest of his life, He then 
sketched his career from youth, remarking that forty years 
ago he came to Worcester a kind of waif or stray, but from 
that time to the present moment he had always experienced 
the greatest kindness and the most generous consideration 
at the hands of the citizens of ‘Worcester. But for the 
encouragement he received at Worcester in his early pro- 
fessional life he had intended to transfer the exercise 
of what talents he possessed to the colonies, looking 
to the great competition that even at that time had 
set in in England, and the uncertainty of his 
somewhat narrow resources, He received his first brief 
from a Worcester attorney, and in that very court he com: 
menced his professional career by defending three grown-up 
men for stealing one hen, and in the discharge of that duty 
he was far more nervous than the prisoners at the bar. Tbe 
encouragement he subsequently received induced him to 
remain in England. He alluded to his standing for the 
representation of Worcester some years ago, and said that he 
would venture to assert that no defeated candidate ever car- 
ried away with him more pleasing recollections. Now that he 
had retired from the atmosphere of politics it was most grati- 
fying to him to find that gentlemen of all shades of ser 
had united in Worcester to offer him their congrat' . 
A grateful monarch once gave to the city of Worcester # 
motto, which she had the right to emblazon on her city arms. 
Worcester had always been faithful to her monarch, and had 
never been unfaithful to her friends and citizens; und he 
could say that to him she had from the commencement of his 
career ever maintained her traditional reputation. 
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Obituary. 


MR. PARK NELSON. 

Mr. Park Nelson, solicitor, of 11, Essex-street, Strand, 
died suddenly at his residence at Parson’s-green, Fulham, 
on the 19th inst., in his seventy-third year. Mr. Nelson 
was the son of the late Mr. George Nelson, of 11, Essex- 

and was born in 1804. He was articled to his 
father, was admitted a solicitor in 1825, and for fifty-one 

carried on practice at the same offices. He was 
originally in partnership with his father, at whose death 
he succeeded to the office of clerk to the Soriveners’ 
Company. He was’ afterwards associated with Mr. 
William Benfield Nelson (the firm being known as Park 
& W. B. Nelson), and more recently with Mr. Joseph 
John Morgan. Mr. Nelson was @ commissioner for oaths 
in the Supreme Court, anda perpetual commissioner for 
London, Westminster, and Middlesex, and he kad a large 
agency and general business. He had been for many 
years solicitor to the Honourable Society of the Middle 
Temple. He took a warm interest in all matters of 
professional interest, and had been for a long time an 
active member of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society. He was elected vice-president of the society 
in 1871, and in the following year he served the office 
of president, He was a director of the Solicitors’ Benevo- 
lent Association, and auditor of the Law Reversionary 
Interest Society. 








Appotuturents, Ete. 


Sir Davip Peter Cuaumers, knight, has been appointed 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the Gold Coast 
Colony. Sir D. Chalmers is an advocate of the Scotch 
bar. He has been successively Queen’s Advocate of Sierra 
Leone, and Queen’s Advocate of the Gold Coast, and he 
was'knighted about two years ago. 

Mr. LeonarD Henry Courtney, barrister, who has 
been elected M.P. for Liskeard in the Liberal interest, 
in the place of the Right Hon. Edward Horsman, 
deceased, is the son of Mr. John Courtney, of Alver- 
ton House, Penzance, and was born in 1832. He 
was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, of 
which he is now one of the Senior Fellows, and he 
graduated as Second Wrangler and Smith’s Prizeman in 
1855.. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity 
Term, 1858, and he is an equity draftsman and convey- 
ancer. Mr. Courtney was Professor of Political Economy at 
University College, London, from 1872 till 1875, and he is 
the author of a pamphlet on “Direct Taxation,” and of 
the article on “ Banking’’ in the ‘ Encyclopedia Britan- 
nica.” He contested Liskeard at the general election of 


1874, and was defeated by Mr. Horsman by only five 
votes. 


Mr. Ricuarp Mitts Enetisu, solicitor, of Stamford, has 
been elected Clerk to the Stamford Board of Guardians in 
the place of Mr. Thomas Laxton, resigned. 

Mr, Wriuttam Lawe Gane, solicitor (of the firm of 
Messrs. Truefitt & Gane), 544 Bishopsgate-street-within, has 

appointed a Commissioner to take Affidavits, &c., in 
England in all matters depending in the Courts of the Pro- 
vince of Nova Scotia, 

Mr, Tuomas Witter Jackson, late chief magistrate at 
the Gambia, has been sepsintes a Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court of the Gold Coast Colony. Mr. Jackson 
— called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 

Mr. James Manrsuatt, late chief magistrate at Lagos, 
has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court 
of the Gold Coast Colony. 

Mr. Pavt Ocravius HayrHorne Reep, solicitor (of the 
firm of Reed & Cook), clerk to the Bridgewater Board of 
Guardians, and coroner for the borough, has been elected 
Clerk to the Bridgewater School Board, in the place of 
Mr. John Hawtrey Bingham Carslake, resigned. 

Mr, Crates Henry Srpson, solicitor, of Manchester, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 








Legal Pews. 


Congress, says the Albany Law Journal, has reconvened, 
but the session bids fair to be unproductive of any important 
legislation. The message of the president makes very few 
suggestions in regard to changes in the law, the naturalization 
laws being about the only ones pointed out as standing in 
need of legislative action. One matter, however, is parti- 
cularly pressed, namely, the need of defining the status of 
American women who may marry foreigners, and of children 
born of American parents in a foreign country. The 
president requests the establishment of a tribunal having 
power to hear and pass upon claims by aliens against the 
Government. Other Governments are, as he says, in advance 
of ours upon this question. The president refers to the inter- 
national tribunal established in Egypt, and hopes that the 
jurisdictional questions which have arisen there may be set- 
tled, and the court fulfil the purpose of its creation. 


Lord Young, in closing the Circuit Court at Glasgow, 
congratulated the sheriffs and magistrates on the state of 
business in the courts. It was remarkable, his lordship said, 
that in the greatest centre of population in Scotland, and one 
of the greatest in the Kingdom, there should be in the course 
of three months only thirty-five cases of sufficient importance 
to be brought before the Justiciary Court, and that none of 
these was really of a specially serious character. Comparing 
the calendar of the circuit just concluded with that of about 
a quarter of a century ago, he found that the number of 
prisoners then was 125 or 130, against about forty now, 
showing that while there had been progress in population, 
industry, and wealth, there had been improvement in 
freedom from crime and offence, Such a diminution in 
the number, and also in the gravity, of the crimes in the 
district his lordship regarded as a satisfactory and hopeful 
circumstance. 


A correspondent forwards to us the following circular, 
which he says was recently received by a tradesman in a 
small way of business at the West-end:—* Dear Sir,—I have 
much pleasure in informing you that I have entered upon a 
profession for which I was originally. educated, and having 
been duly admitted upon the roll of solicitors, I have com- 
menced practice at the above address, With a view to 
becoming more thoroughly acquainted with the theory of 
law, I matriculated at King’s College, and having success- 
fully passed the requisite examinations, I have been enrolled 
an associate of that institution. During my course of study 
I had the pleasure of taking the first prize in Prof. Leone 
Levi’s class for commercial law, and also Prof. Cutler's 
prize for general law and jurisprudence. While serving my 
articles and managing an extensive city practice I found my 
commercial knowledge and experience of the most essential 
value; my late principal, in a letter wishing me success, has 
in the kindest manner testified to ‘the tact and skill which 
I have shown in conducting many varied and important 
ganas in his office.’ I inclose my card, and remain, yours, 

+b ——. 

A correspondent of the Times, says:—“ A short time 
ago two letters appeared in your columns complain- 
ing of the insufficiency of the clerks in the common 
law courts. In the Chancery Division the inadequacy of 
the chief clerk’s office is yet more apparent, unless the 
blame is thrown by the solicitors upon the wrong shoulders. 
Tn the year 1870, after a friendly petition to the court, in 
which all the parties joined, an estate was directed to be 
sold ; and after applying the proceeds to pay off existing 
incumbrances, the remainder was ordered to be invested 
in Consols or land, and the yearly income to be given to 
the tenant for life. Two years ago, in 1874, two separate 
petitions were presented to the court by all the parties 
interested, and approved by the trustees, for the purchase 
of two small fields out of the money so remaining, and, 
after investigation of title by the conveyancer of the Court 
of Chancery, the decree prayed for was granted as a matter 
of course, Karly in the present year the conveyances were 
completed, and duly executed by all the parties; but, 
though the money is invested in Conesis and the tenant for 
life, the purchaser, regularly receives the interest through 
the La degree Kg the ie of bs » his solicitor 
represents 6 is unable to get money out, 
as the chief clerk is too pressed with business to be able 
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to make out the certificate. In the meantime the tenant 
for life has to pay interest to the vendor at a higher rate 
than he gets from the Consols.” 





Courts. 


COUNTY COURT. 
‘WAKEFIELD. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant TrnpaL ATKinson, Judge.) 
Dec. 14.—Boston v. Gooder. 


Right of land to lateral support of adjoining land—Effect of 
added weight of houses built within twenty years. 


At a previous sitting of the court, Mr. Boston, the owner 
of some cottages in Field-lane, Thornes, sued Mr. Gooder, 
an engineer at Messrs. Cradock & Co.’s wire-rope works, 
Denby Dale-road, for damages which he alleged he had sus- 
tained in consequence of Gooder having, whilst excavating 
on the adjoining property, let down some outbuildings 
belonging to him. After hearing evidence at great length 
on both sides, the learned judge reserved judgment until 
to-day, and he now gave his decision as follows :— 

His Honovur.—The plaintiff in this action seeks to re- 
cover damages for an alleged trespass cn his Jand caused by 
the defendant excavating his land so close to that of the 
plaintiff's that thereby the earth gave way and caused 
some outbuildings of the plaintiff's to fall. Tho. facts 
proved at the trial were that the defendant and plain- 
tiff’s lands adjoin. At the time when the alleged trespass 
was said to be committed, the plaintiff’s outbuildings, 
which had been erected within the period of twenty 
years, stood close to the boundaries of the two properties. 
Whether by settling or otherwise, the buildings and walls 
had become out of the eeteentione, leaning over towards 
the defendant's land. Defendant gave the plaintiff notice 
to restore them to an upright condition, and this was ac- 
cordingly done. Two boundary walls of the plaintiff’s ran to 
the extremity of his land, one on each side of the outbuild- 
ings. One of these was pulled entirely down, and the bricks, 
weighing upwards of a ton, were stacked behind the ro- 
maining wall, close to the outbuildings. On the defendant 
excavating his land for the purpose of building, and coming 
within two feet of the plaintiff’s land, the plaintiff's re- 
maining wall and the outbuildings gave way and fell, and for 
the deprivation of the lateral support of the defendant's 
land, and the consequences which followed, the plaintiff 
brings the present action. The decision in this-case turns 
upon the answer to the question— Would the plaintiff's land 
have remained in its original position, notwithstanding the 
defendant's excavation, but for the weight of the plaintiff's 
outbuildings and walls; and, also, if it would not 
have remained in the same state, was there ap- 
preciable damage caused by such excavation? The 
law on this subject is free from obscurity or doubt. 
It has long been decided that in all cases in which 
the owner of land has not by buildings or otherwise in- 
creased the lateral pressure on the adjoining soil, that he 
has a right to the support of it, as an ordinary right of 
property—not as an easement, but as a right necessarily 
and actually attached to the land: Gale on Easements, 
5th ed. 358. In a very early case, Wilde v. Minsterley, 
Rol., Abr. 664, it is said—‘‘It seems that a man who 
has land closely adjoining my land cannot dig his land so 
near mine that mine would fall into his pit, and an action 
brought for such an act would lie.” But since that time 
ty slow steps the law now is that if the plaintiff has 
within twenty years, by adding buildings or otherwise to 
his land, caused such a pressure by the superincumbent 
weight that his land has fallen into the defendant’s exca- 
vation, where Without such pressure it would have re- 
mained in its original position, then he is without remedy; 
and a farther limitation of a plaintiff’s right to recover in 
such cases is found in the late case of Smith v. Thaekerah, 
14 W. R. 832, in which it was held that, if the plaintiffs 
soil falls away in consequence of the defendant digging in 
his land, but there would have been no appreciable damage 
had it not been burdened with modern buildings, no action can 
be sustained. Apart from that case, I am of opinion that the 
plaintiff's land would not have fallen in but from the pres- 
sure caused by the outbuildings and the remaining wall, 


SS 
aided by the fact of stacking the bricks of the wall which 


had been removed close tv the defendant’s excavation, and — 


that these co-operating together originated the damage, and 
that the present case falls within the principle of Wyatt y, 
Harrison, 3 B. & Ad. 871, in which it is said :— Yet if] 
have laid an additional weight on my land by building, 

neighbour is not to be deprived of the right of diggi he 
own ground, because mine will then become incapable of 
supporting the artificial weight which I have laid upon it.” 
Upon these grounds there must be a verdict for the defend. 





ant, with costs. 





Cuurt Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Hinary Sirrines ror JANUARY AND FEBRUARY, 1877, 
COURT OF APPEAL, 
At Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster. 


App.motns.ex pte, 
apps. from ordre 

Thurs.Jan.1} ¢ made on interloc- 
utory motions & 
Other apps. 

ecw | eeee 7 

Saturday ..13 

Monaay . ‘at Appeals. 

Tuesday ..16 
App.motns.ex pte, 
apps. from orders 
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Thrsdy....18 other apps. 
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Satur +220 
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Tuesday ..++23 
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apps. frem orders 

Wednesday.24¢ made on interlo- 
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other apps. 


Thursday ..2d — apps. & or 


Friday oee98 
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App.motas.expte. 
apps. from crders 
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other apps. 
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Friday .... 2 
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N.B,—Lunacy Petitions will amg every Saturday during the 
sitting 


HIGH CcoURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 

At the Rolls House. 
TorsdyJan. 11...Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 12..General paper. 

Petns.,sht,causes 
Saturday shag sums., and 
gen. pa. & 
M onday...15 = _— 
Tuesday....16 
Wednesday..17 > General paper. 
Thrdy....+018 
Friday .... 19...Motns. & gen. pa. 
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‘Wednesday .24 } General paper. 

Thursday ..25 
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29 } Adj. sums. & gen, 
pa. 
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Tuesday.... 6 

Wednesday.. 7 } General papsr. 
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Friday .... 9...Motns & gen pa. 
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gen, pa. . 

Monday .+.+12 S sums, & gen, 

Tuesday Augl3 

Wednesday..14 > General papor. 

Thursday ..15 

Friday ..++16,.Motns. & gen. pa- 
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Monday ....19 aon sums & gen. 
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ums, and 
wonday.. 026 o~ fie 
Tasty General paper 


days, ifany, on which 
ter of the Ralls shall be 


engaged in & court of appeal 
are 


excepted. 
and actions in which wit- 
yesses are to be examined be- 
court 
fee the Wednesdays, and 





tions without witnesses will be 
taken on Mondays; bat when 


the list of causes and actions Thursday ...18 { 


Thurs. Jan 11 { 


will be taken on | Saturday.. 13 hha pa 
eooeld,, . 

estes, and causes and ac- roy — In Bankruptcy 

Wednesday. 17 } General paper. 


sary papers must be left in 
court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


V. C. Stn JAMES BACON, 

At Lincoln’s-inn. 
Motns.,adj. sun 
& gen. pa. 

Friday -...12...General paper. 
etns.,sht. caus.& 


Motns., adj. sms. 
& gen. pa, 


without witnesses is exhausted, | friday .,.. 19...General paper. 


causes and actions with wit- 
nesses will be taken on Mondays 
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Friday.... 26..General paper. 
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on or before the | Monday....29..In Roikraptey. 


secretary, 
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on which it is intended they 


heard asa short 


Tuesday....30 
Wednesday.31 i General paper. 


should Lay wept hone any cause | Thurs, Feb, 1 Motns., adj. sums 


cause must be so marked in 
the cause-book at least one clear 
day before the same can be 
put  hgee paper to be so heard, 
andthe necessary papers must 
be left in court with the 
judge's. officer the day before 
the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 


y, C. Simm RICHARD MALINS. 
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. sums, & gen. 
Saturday ..13 io 
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Tuesday, ..16 ? General paper. 
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Monday.... 5 is 
Tuesday.... 6 > General paper. 
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Tharsday 15,,Motns & gen pa. 
Friday ....16 ies causes, pets., 


& gen pap. 
faturday ..17 } Adj sums & gen p* 
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Any cause intended to be 
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= clear day before the 
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and gen. pa. 


Friday . ....2...General paper. 
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Saturday ...3 { & gen. pa. 
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Thursday ..22 {ota adj. sume, 
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Wednesday 28 } General paper 


Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 
appeared in the Paper. 

Any cause intended to be 
heard as a short cause must be 
so marked in the cause book at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be putinthe paper to 
be so heard, and the neces- 
sary papers must be left in 
court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper. 


V.C. Sir CHARLES HALL. 
At Lincoin’s -inn. 


Thrsdy Jan 11...Motns. & gen. pa. 

Friday bars tg & gen. pa. 
t. causes, adj. 

Saturday ..13 oes & gen. pa. 

Monday ....15 

Tuesday ..16 > General paper. 

Wednesday 17 

Thursdy .. 13,..Motns, & gen. pr 

Friday .... 19,..Petns, & gen. pa. 


Saturday . .20 Sht. caus, adj, 


sums. & gen. pa. 
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Monday......12 


Monday....26 

Tuesday....27 > General paper. 
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Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the General 
Paper, in priority to Original 
Causes which have not already 

appeared in the paper. 





Tuesday 18 Genera paper. Any cause intended to be 
Wednesday.14 heard as a short cause must be so 
Thrsday....15..Motns. & gen.pa.| markedin the cause book at 
Friday ......16,,,Pets. & gen. pa. least one clear day before tbe 
Saturday ..17 Sht. causes, adj. same can be put in the 

sums. & gen pa. paper to be so heard, and the 
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necessary papers must be left 
Tuesday ..20 > General paper. in court with the judge’s 
Wednesday.21 


officer the day before the cause 
Tharsday.. 22,,Motas. & gen. pa.| ist» be put into the paper. 
Friday ....23..Pets & gen pa. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


December 29, 1876. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Annuitias, April, 85, 9} 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bills, £1000, 24 perCt. 25 pm 

Ditto, £500, Do, 25 pm. 

Ditto, 2100 & £200, 25 pm. 

Bank of England Stock, — per 
Ct. (last half-year), 258 

Dittc for Account, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 944 xd 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 4, 944 
Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 944 
New 3 per Coent., 94} 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan. 94 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. '94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 78 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, '80, 105 xd) Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,'7%, 91 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oot. ’88, 103 April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 perC nt.,Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 88 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 

2nd Enf. Pr., § per C.,Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOOK. 





Railways. Closing Prices 








Stock} Bristol and Exeter 
Stock|Caledoni 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western ...s.0.00...0++ 
Stock|Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ss... 
Stock/Great Northern .11.....-ssecsecesees svseeseeres 
Stod&} Do., A Stock* 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Stock|Great Western—Original u 
Stock|Lancashire and Yorkshire ecceveres 
Stock|London, Brighton, and South Coast. 

Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover...... 
Stock|London and North-Western 

Stock}London and South Western............. eo 
Stock|Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00++ 
Stock | Metropolitan 
Stock} Do., District 
Stock} Midland 

Stock |North British 
Stock| North Eastern 
Stock/North London 
Stock/North Staffordshire ... 
Stock/South Devon 
Stock] South-Eastern 

















eeeeecees 
































*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Epwarps— Dec. 21, at Burnside, Edmonton, the wife of John 
William Edwards, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Prior—Dec. 23, at Roxeth, Harrow, the wife of J. T. Prior, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 
MARRIAGES, 
CLARKE—JENKIN—Dec. 19, at the parish church, Liskeard, 
Edward F, C. Clarke, soiicitor, Tiverton, to Mary Louisa 
(May), second daughter of S. W. Jenkin, C.E., Liskeard. 
REYNOLDS—BLacktE—Dec. 21, at No. 1, Belhaven-terrace, 
Botanic-gardens, Glasgcw, Frank William Reynolds, of No. 
2, Furnival’s-inn, London, E.C., solicitor, and of Crescent 
House, Crescent-road, Crouch-end, N., to Isabella Mary, 
fourth daughter of W. G. Blackie, Pb.D,, F.R.G.S., of 
Glasgow. No cards. 


DEATH. 
NELSoN—Dec. 19, at his residence, Parson’s- Fulham, 
Park Nelson, of No, 11, Essex-street, Strand, aged 72, 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Faipay, Dec. 22, 1876. 
Tucker, Samuel Ward, and Francis Charles New, 4, King st, Cheapside, 
London, Attorneys and Solicitors. Dec 16 
Brennand, William Ernest, and George Frederick Westmacott, Bourne- 
mouth, Hants, and Poole and Blandford, Dorset, Solicitors. Dec 12 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farpar, Dec, 22, 1876, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Joint Stock Coal Company, Limited.—Petition, presented Dec 14, for 
continuing the voluntary winding up of the above company, directed 
to be heard before the M.R. on Jan 13. Turner and Son, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners 

London, Asiatic, and American Company, Limited.—All persons claim- 
ing to be creditors of the above company, who have not already been 
allowed as creditors by the liquidators, are required, on or before 
April 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Peter Williams, Bank buildings. i uesday, 
April 17, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating on any 
debts or claims which siall be so sent in 

Madrid Markets Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
senteé Dee 15, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Jan 12. 
Randa|l and Angier, Gray’s inn place, solicitors for the petitioner 

Taurine Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 
11, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Saturday, Jan 13, Jan- 
son and Co, Finsbury circus, solicitors for the petitioners 


Tugspay, Dec. 26, 1876. 
Limtrep 1n CHANceRY. 


G. and J, Brown and Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to William Hubert Smith, High st, Sheffield. 
Wednesday. Jan 31, at 3, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 

upon the debts and claims 

Jamaica Graving Dock Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order 
dated Dec 14, appointed George Rogers, Circus place, Finsbury cir- 
ens, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above, Tuesday, Feb 13, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and a¢@judicating upon the debts and claims 

New Town Manure Company, Limited.--The M.R. has, by an order 
dated Dec 9, appointed Alfred Audrey Broad, Walbrook, to be official 
liquidator, Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to 
the above. Friday, Feb 9, at 12, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims 

Patent Gas Economizer Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.B., dated Dec 16, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Low, solicitor for the petitioner 

Railway and General Light Imprevement Company, Limited.—The 
M.R. has, by an order dated Nov 20, appointed Alfred Audrey 
Broad, Wa!brook, to be official liquidator 

‘Wayne's Merthyr steam Coal and Iron Works, Limited.—By an crder 
made by V.C, Malins, dated Dee 15, it was ordered that the above 
works be wound up. Oope and Co, Victoria st, Westminster, :olici- 
tors for the petitioners 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Dec. 22, 1876. 


Bell, Thomas Brown, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Jan 20. Gell v Doichin, 
V.C, Malins. Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Bonner, Thomas, Bridport, Dorset, Gent. Jan 22. Tacker v Good, 
M.B. Manley, Bridport 
Burney, Jane Ann, Gosforth, Northumberland. Jan 15. Burney v 
Armer, V.C. Hall. Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Harding, Edward, Norfolk terrace, Bayswater, Gent. Jan 20. Hard. 
ing ¥ Drane, V.C. Malins. Pollock, Lincoln's inn fields 
Redfern. James, Southend Green, Hampstead, Sculptor. Jan 15. Tidy 
v Redfern, V.C. Malins. Harcourt, Moorgate st 
Reid, John, North Shields, Northumberland, Master Mariner. Feb 1. 
Groat v Kelso, V.C. Malins. Holdsworth, Bash lane 
Rowe, John, Coldharbour lane, Camberwell. Feb 1. Rowe v Rowe, 
V.C. Bacon. Horsley, Ball and Moath st 
Shepherd, William, Middle Rasen, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 20. Mus- 
grave v Shepherd, V.C. Bacon. Faliows, Lancaster place, Strand 
Frederick William, Leicester, Pawnbroker, Jan 27. Stowe v 
V.0. Malins. Warwick, Leicester 


Tuzspar, Dec. 26, 1876, 
Bates, Ann, Church row, King’s Oross. Feb6. Gray v Attorney- 


y othe 
Begbie, Andrew, Great Missenden, Buckingham, Jan 25. Till 
Begbie, V.C. Hell. Clarke, High Wycombe Si 
eee, s ~~ Mdtenh 96, peggy cee, eather, Jan 22. Staf. 
‘mao m v Bloomer, M.B. Peck K “ 
Eden, (Doctors commons mnie nibeny 
war ucklan: se, Lower Norwood. Feb 5, 
Eéen ¥ Satton, V.C. Hall Kelly, Lincoln's inn fleids 
Jobns, Henry, Fitzroy rd, Regent’s park, Builder, Jan 26, Johns v 
nomen Madge Bacon, Moon, Lincoln's inn fields 
is y Jemson, Holyrood House, Hampstead, Gent. Jan 23. 
v Brown, M.R. Bowman, Bedford row 
Phillips, George, Southampton, Btationer. Jan 31. Udal v Phillips, 
VA, Eat Mig revenge 
Seiler, William, Tolierton ¢coman, Jan 13, i ith 
f . Bacon. Leemsn and Co, York oon 


i 


Williams, William, Pant Cad Ivor, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorga 
keeper, Jan3l. Phillips v Williams, V.C, Hall. Beddoe, Merthyr 
Tydfil 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Turspay, Dec. 19, 1876. 
Bell, General Sir Johu, Cadogan place. Feb. Nicholl and Co, 


Howard st, Strand 
Cock, Robert, Methwold, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 30. Mason, Werg. 


am. 

Cockcroft, Henry, Haslingden, Lancashire, Stationer. Jan 13. Grandy 
and Oo, Bary 

East, Henry Vicurs, Inverness terrace, Paddington, Gent. Feb j, 
Johnston and Harrison, Raymond buildings, Gray’s ion 

Eaton, Lewis, Derby, Gent. Dec30. Samuel Pipes, Derby 

Fryer,.Jobn, Liverpool, Auctioneer. Jan 30, Hore and Monkhonss, 
Liverpool 

Johns? Mary. Callington, Cornwall. Feb 1. Nicolls, Callington 

Jones, David, Llwynerychydd, Brecon, out of business. Jan 3l, 
Thomas, Brecon 

Jones, Jane, Abersefin, Brecon. Jan 31, Thomas, Brecon 

Jones, Rev Lewis Price, Abersefin, Brecon. Jan 31. Thomas, Brecon 

Kirby, Thomas, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. Lawrences and 
Dixon, Liverpool J 

Knollys, Anne Sarah, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Feb 13. Lindsay and 
Co, Basinghall st F 

Lumsden, rng Kingston-upon-Hull, Shipowner. May 1. Holden 
and Co, Hw 

Macbeth, John Stewart, Brixton rd, Doctor of Medicine. Jan 15 
Boyce, Teddington 

Moore, Robert, Gravesend, Kent, Shoo Manufacturer. Feb 7. Tol- 
hurst, Gravesend 

Newton, John, Oldham, Lancashire, Insurance Agent. Jan15. Buckley 
and Clegg, Oldham 

Pilkington, Lionel Scott, otherwise John Hawley, Ash Hill, York, 
Yeoman. Jan6. Collinson and Co, Doncaster 

Pughe, David Roberts, Machynileth, Montgomery, Surgeon. Feb i6, 
Hughes and Son, Aberystwith 

Riby, John, Kingston-upon-Hu!l, Gent. March 1. Holden and Co, Hull 

Riches, Georgiana, Parliament st, Westminster. Jan l7. Broughton, 
Finsbury sq 

Ringrose, John, Cottingham Grange, York, Esq. April!. Holden and 
Co, Hull 

Roseblade, John, Putney, Surrey, Collector of Rates. Jan 31. Hare and 
Fell, Harcourt buildings, Temple } 

Singleton, Thomas, Blickpool, Lancashire, Oab Proprietor, Jan 12, 
Sykes, Blackpool : ‘ 

Smith, Jacob, Great Bolton, Lancashire, Retired Shopkeeper. Jan 31, 
Grundy, Bolton 

Storrs, Edward, Bootle, near Liverpool. March 1, Foster and Son, 
Liverpool 

Thorley, Joseph, Caledonian rd, Manufacturer of Food for Cattle, Jaa 
41. Collyer-Bristow and Co, Bedford row 

Trueman, Isaac, Plymouth, Devon, Gent, Feb 8, Addleshaw and War- 
burton, Manchester 

Welham, John William, Great Cornard, Suffolk, Yeoman, Feb 7. 
Andrews and Co, Sudbury 

— Edward, Toller, Dorset, Gent. Feb 1. Smith, Blandford 
forum 

Wooliey, George Boyle, Carlton rd, Putney, Esq. Feb 14. Waltersand 
Gush, Finsbury circus 

Worthington, Robert, Wrightington, Lancashire, Farmer. Jan 29, 
Scott and Ellis, Wigan 

i. George, Pensnett, Stafford, Gent. March 1, Sanders and Smith, 

udley 


Bankrapts. 
Faipay, Dec. 22, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Pak Sm jon, Westbourne square, Pet Dec 19. Hazlitt, Jan 17 
a 


Hogarth, Walter H , Water lane, Great Tower st, Coal Merchant. 
Pet Dec 21, Murray. Jan17 at li 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Chambers, John Archer, Manchester, Tailor. Pet Dec 18. Lister. 
Manchester, Jan 4 at 9.30 

Glenwright, Thomae, Tow Law, Durham, Wine Merchant. Pet Dee 
20. Marshall. Durham, Jan 5 at 11 

Hands, John Checketts, Birmingham, Woollen Merchant. Pet Dec 19. 
Cole. Birmingham, Jan 6 at 11 

Holmes, Philip, Forest hill, Kent, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 19. Pitt 
Taylor. Greenwich, Jan 5 at 2 

Ormerod, John, Accrington, Coal Dealer. Pet Dec 18. Bolton. 
Blackburn, Jan 5 at 11 

Pailiips, Bichard, Sutton, Surrey. Pet Dec 18. Rowland. Croydon, 

an 5a 

Pitcher, John Horatio, Brighton, Wine Merchant. Pet Dec 11. Ever- 

shed. Brighton, Jan 9 at 11 


TuespaY, Dec, 26, 1876, 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Brigstocke, Augustus, Hollesst, Cavendish sq, no occupation. Pet Deo 
21. Spring-Rice, Jan 23 at Li 


Cotton, Francis Lovett, Bishopsgate at, Merchant. Pet Deo 21. Murray- 
Jan 16 at lt 


Curtis, Oharles Edward, High st, Homerton, Farrier, Pet Dec 22, Keene. 
Jan 17 at2 





Gresham, Thomas, Basinghall st, Solicitor, Pet Deo 22, Keene. Jaa 
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a 
Merchant ‘ames, and James Smith Merchant, Hop and Malt Exchange 
ae Stock Dealers. Pet Dec 21. Pepys. Jan 17 at 12 P 
; To Surrender in the Country. 
1, James Parkinson, Altrincham, Cheshire, Builder. Pet Dec 
Manchester, Jan 8 at 10.30 


lt P 
Thomas, and John Bamber, Liverpool, Lard Refiners. Pet Dec 
99, Watson. Liverpool, Jan 10 at 2 : 
Hill, Herbert Bing, Petersham, Surrey, Queen’s Messenger. Pet Dec 
“49, Willoughby. Wandsworth, Jan 12 at ll: 
Edwin Thomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Baker. Pet Dec 23. 
Pie. Birmingham, Jan 6 at 11 
n, Richard, Armley, nr Leeds, Clerk to a Woollen Manu- 
er. Pet Dec 20. Marshall. Leeds, Jan 24 at 11 
, Abraham,’ Liverpool, Clothier. ‘Pet Deo 22. Watson, 


Liverpool, Jan9 at. 2 
Winward, Ralph, Manchester, Hotel Keeper. Pet Dec 22. Lister. 
Manchester, Jan 18 at 9.30 a 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 


Paar 9 Dec. oy * ag * 

George Jo! stend, Belgium. Gent. 

ehowarth, eno, Whitehaven, Watchmaker. Dec 20 
Toxrspay, Dec. 26, 1876. 

Crowley, Richard, Elgin rd, Notting hill, Builder, July 16, 1866 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
; ; Faipay, Dec, 22, 1876. 
Adams, Edwin, and Henry Whittall Cocking, Upper Thames st, Lead 
: nts. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of Fenner and Co, Gresham baiid- 
“joas, Basinghall st. Tippett’s and Co, Carter lane, Doctors’ 


Addison, James, Tunstall, Stafford, Plnmber. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of 
‘ewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 

jrundel, James, John Farrer, Thomas Fozzard, George Hudson 
William Ingham, Joseph Milns, John Sharp, Jobn Harrison, and 
Benjamin Tingle, Hunslet, Leeds, Bill Discounters. Jan 3 at 3 at 
offices of Routh and Co, Park row, Leeds. Emsley 

Ashwell, John, Arunde), Sussex, Solicitor. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of 
Austin, Old Jewry 

, Tunnard, Hulme, Wholesale Grocer, Jan 11 at 3 at offices of 
ance and Barker, Estex st, Manchester 

Bacon, Henry, Worship st, Finsbary, Upholsterer. Jan 4 at 1 at offices 
of Whittington and Son, Bishopsgate st wit hout 

Bailey, Edward Joseph, Luton, Bedford, no occupation. Jan 13 at 11 
at the George Hotel, Luton, Shepherd and Ewen, Luton 

Talley, Henry, Oldham, Joiner. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Clark, Clegg, 


Oldham 

icon, Hodgson, Leeds, out of business. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of 
Hewson, East parade, is 

Barber, George, Cowfold, Sussex, Farmer. Jan 5 at 3 at offices of 
Gordon, Lincoln’s inn fieids 

Barnes, Elizabeth, Manchester, Leather Merchant. Jan 9 at 3 at offices 
of Choriton, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Barney, Theophilus, Sutton, Surrey, Wine Merchant. Jan 10 at 2 at 
offices of Blachford and Co, College hil!, Cannon st 

Richard George, Fakenham, Norfolk, Coach Builder, Jan 5 at 

1l et offices of Cates, Swan st, Fakenham 

Bould, Henry Joseph, Birmingham, oucof business. Jan 4 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Bourne, Henry, Stoke-upon-Trent, Grocer. Dec 30 at 11 at offices of 
Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Brooks, James, Wolverhampton, Beerhouse Keeper. Jsn 12 at 3 at 
offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Brown, William, Bramfield, Suffolk, Dealer in Cattle. Jan 8 at 12 at 
offices of Ferrier, Hall Quay, Great Yarmoutn 

Busby, Alfred, Miiton-next-Gravesend, Coal Merchant. Jan 8 at 12 
at offices of Sharland and Hatten, Court house, King st, Gravesend 

Gerlow, George, Upper Norwood, Bootmaker, Jan 10 at 12 at offices 
of Arnold, the Exchange, Southwark st 

Colgrove, Charles, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, Tailor. Jan 18 at 2at 11), 
Cheapside. Clift, Cheapside 

fooke, William, Denton, Lancashire, Journeyman Hatter, Jan 4 at 3 
at offices of Newton, Bank chambers, Market place, Stockport 

Cooper, John, Brighton, Coal Merchant. Jan 4 at 4 at offices of Webb, 
Union st, Ship st, Brighton 

(root, Henry, Bristol, Carrier, Jan 5 at 2 at offices of Barron and Co, 
The Exchange West, Bristol. Sibly, Bristol 

Davies, John, Nantgarw, Glamorgan, Tailor, Jan 4 at 11 at offices of 

Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Davies, Thomas, Rue Wood falop Farmer. Jan 2 at 12 at offices of 

Swan hill, hrewsbury 

and James Beazer, Bristol, Furniture Dealers, Jan 3 

Guildhall Tavern, Kiog st, Cheapside. Sibly, Bristol 
Henry, Wolverhampton, Analyst. Jan 5 at 3 at offices 

ueen st, Wolverhampton 

. Laiveepodt, Painter. Jan 12 at 3 at offices of Lowe, 

verpoo 

es, Loftus-in-Cleveland, York, Bootmaker. Dec 30 at 10 

Bates, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

liam Sargaat, Bolton, Bootmaker. Jan 5 at 3 at offices 

and Haslam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

—, James, Pentonville rd, Tailor. Jan 3 at 2at 111 


y, Robert, Penzance, Master Mariner. Jan 8 at 11 at offices of 
Borlase and Co, Clarence st, Penzance 

Wéenhaw, Jane, Swansea, ‘Jan 2 at 11.15 at the County Court Offices, 
Fisher st, Swanson. Glascodine, Swansea 


i 


Feemore, Edwin Thomas, Great Russell st, Bloomsbury, Wine 
Merchant, Jan 10 at 3 at 7, Queen st, Cheapside, Tindall and 

Firth, » Kingston-upon-Hull, Cab Proprietor. Doo 28 at 2 at 
oftees of Clarke, Chancery buildings, Manor st, Hull 


ee, Leods, Cashier, Jan 4'at 4at offices of Brown, East 
’ LJ 


Floury, Eugene Lucien, Berners st, Oxford st, Costume Importer. Jan 
8 at 3 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Birchall, Grace- 


¢ st 
Ford. Joseph William, Tunstall, Stafford, Tailor. Jan 3 at 3 at offices 
of Hollinshead, Tunsta il 
Forster, Thomas, Almeley’s Wootton, Hereford, Timber Merchant. 
Jan 10 at 1 at offices of Tidd-Pratt and Davies, Bridge st, Kington 
Fowkes, William, Eccles, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. , Jan 5 at 3 at offices 
of Edwards, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Freeman, Henry. jun, Rudgwick, Sussex, Buiider. Jan 5 at 12 at the 
Crown Hotel, Horsham. Cotching, Horsham 
Geary, Henry, Ealing, Gent. Jan 12 at 11.30 at offices of Bullock, 
Great Berkhampstead 
Godden, Stephen, Alexandra rd, Croydon, Accountant. Jan 1 atll at 
offices of Drummond and Ce, Croydon 
Green, William, Fenton, Stafford, Plumber, Jan3 at 11 at offices of 
Young, High st, Longton 
Gutteridge, Samuel Sharp, Birmingham, Commission Agent, Jan 2 at 
10.15 at offices of East, E!doa chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Harris, Edward, Gloucester. Jan 2 ut 12 at the Bell chambers, Bell 
lane, Gloutester. Abell 
Hicks, Anthony Deane, Bentley, Suffolk, Cattle Dealer. Jan 9 at 10.30 
at offices of Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 
Hill, Allan. Bristol, Wholesale Tea Dea'er. Jan 5 at2 at offices of 
Collins, jun, Broad st, Bristol. Salmon and Henderson, Bristol 
Hirst, Sam, Dewsbury, York, Law Clerk. Jan 6 at 10 at offices of 
Shaw, Dewsbury 
Hobson, Wiliiam, Ashton-under-Lyne, Builder. Jan 1! at 11 at ofices 
of Kershaw, Townhall chambers, Ashton-under-Lyn3 
Hodgson, Robert, Norton Woodseats, Derby, Grocer. Jan 3 at 12 at 
Offices of Leggoe, George st, Sheffield. Marsh 
Hooper, Charles Rogers, King st, Regent st. Shirtmaker. Dec 30 at 2 
at the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Powell, Old Burlington st 
Horton, Frederick George (and not Orton, as erroneously printed in 
Gazette of Nov 28), Birmingham, Fender Manufacturer. Jan ¢ at 11 
at offices of Webb and Spencer, Beanett’s hill, Birmingham 
Hounsell, George Collins, Peckwater st, Kentish town, Commission 
Agent. Jan 2 at 1! at offices of Jenkins, Tavistock st, Strand 
Keeling, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Chaser. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Korugrew, Algot Walfrid, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Ship Broker. Jan 3 at 
11 at offices of Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 
Lloyd, Edward, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Wine Merchant. Jan 6 at 
12 at the North Western Hotel, Stafford. Paddock, Hanley 
Lloyd, Henry, Knolton, Overton, Flint, Farmer, Jan 5 at 3 at offices 
of Morris, the Priory, Wrexham 
Macpherson, Allan, Manchester, Travelling Draper. Jan 10 at 3 at 
Offices of Withingham and Co, Brown st, Manchester 
Mason, Samuel, Deddington, Oxford, Axletree Maker. Jan3 at 1 at 
the Unicorn Hotel, Market place, Deddington, Elkins, Reading 
McDonald, James, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Dock Labourer. Jan 3 at 3 
at offices of Moore, Duncan st, Birkenhead 
Mee, Thomas Albert, Edgbaston, Birmingham, out of business, Jan 
5 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Morley, Samuel, Sherborne, Dorset, Professional Cricketer. Jan4at li 
at otfices of Davies, the Abbey, Sherborne 
Oliver, Walter, Barrow-on-Soar, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 
11 at 12 at the Bull Head Hotel, High st, Loughborough. Cranch 
and Stroud, Nottingham 
Overett, Henry, Framlingham, Suffolk, Butcher. Jan 6 at 2 at offices 
of Mayhew, Charch st, Framlingham 
Padley, George, Swansea, Glamorgan, Physician, Jan 4 at 12 at offices 
of Gaskoin, Temple st, Swansea 
Potter, George, Bedford, Coal Dealer. Jan 8 at 12 at offices of Con- 
quest and Clare, Duke st, Bedford 
Randall, Gecrge, Starveall Farm, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan lat 10 at 
Offices of Smith, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Ratcliffe, John Rassel!, Leicester, Buiider. Jan 4 at 12 at 4, New st, 
Leicester. Stevenson, Leicester 
Rose, William, Bramley, nr Leeds, Grocer, Jan 4 at 3 at offices of 
Granger, Bank st, Leeds 
Russell, Charles, Bowness, Westmorland, Grocer. Jaa 9 at 12 at 
offices of Fisher and Gatey, Bowness 
bh Jan 5 at 4 at offices of 


Rylett, Henry, Birmi , out of b 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Sage, Thomas, Cardiff, out of business. Jan 8 at 11 at offices of Jenkins 
and Co, High st, Cardiff. Daltons and Co, Cardiff 
Sheldon, Wiltiam Henry, Birmingham, Accountaat. Jan 6 at 21.30 at 
offices of Ward, Moor et, Birmingh«m 
Smith, Mary, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Licensed Victualler, Jan 2at3 
at offices of Urry, High st, Ventnor 
Smith, William, jun, Aston, nr Birmingham, Brower. Jan 1 at 10.15 at 
offices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Sirmiagham 
Solomon, Henry, jun, Strood, Timber Merchant. Jan 12 at 2 at the 
Bull Hotel, Rochester. Gammon, Barge yard, Bucklersbury 
Stratham, Robert, Trent Vale, Stafford, Brickmaker. Jan 2 at 3 at 
offices of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
Stephenson, Robert, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. Jan 3 at 3 at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, oa ony ep 
Strain, Joseph, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Dr % at 3 at offices 
of Harle, Akenside hill, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Stuchfield, Thomas, Iower Marsh, Lambeth, Cheese Factor. Jan li 
at 2 at offices of Wilde, Moorgate st. Neave, Cheapside 
Swallow, Jobn, Sunderland, Durham, Shipowner. Jan $ at 1 at the 
tow Society’s Hall, Joha st, Sunderland, Krdson and Cv, Sunder- 
ani 
Swallow, Robert, Sunderland, Durham, Ship Broker, Jan 3 at 3 at 
the Law Society's Hall, John at, Sunderland. Kidson and Co, 
Sunderland 
Tapson, James, Lewer George at, Chelsea, Fire Wood Dealer, Jan 9 
at 2 at offices of Cooper and Case, Portman st, Portman sq 
Thirkettle, Manoah, Austin st, Shoreditch, Beerhouse Keeper. Jaa 6 
at 3 at offices of Noon and Olarke, Blomdeld st 
Thomas, Evan, Pentre, ur Pontypridd, Grocer, Jan 3 at 2 at the New 
Inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Howells 
Thomas, William, Pentyrch, Glamorgan, Grocer, Jan 2 at 11 at offices 
of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 
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Thomas, William Harris, Mountain Aeh, Glamorgan, Jronmonger. 
Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Fisher, Waterloo st, Birmingham, Phillips, 
Aberdare 

Thompson, Cosmo Brice Pearse, Fishbourne, Sussex, Gent. Jan 8 at 
1 at offices of Stevens, Queen Victoria st 

Thornburgh, Thomas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Surveyor. Dec 29 at 
3 at offices of Talbot, Church st, Kidderminster 

Thornton, John, Joseph Thornton, and Albert Thornton, Cleckheaton, 
York, Machine Makers. Jan 5 at 3 at the Mirfield Station Refresh- 
ment rooms, Curry, Cleakheaton 

Tonks, Thomas, and Thomas Warmingham, Manufacturers. Jan 3 at $ 
at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Turner, Henry, Manchester, Hop Merchant. Jan 18 at 11 at offices of 
Boote and Edgar, George st, Manchestor 

Wainwright, Thomas, Birmingham, Wheelwright. Jan 4 at 12 at offices 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Warbarton, Thomas, Lostock, Lancashire, Coal Agent. Jan 8 at 11 at 
offices of Dowling, Wood st, Bolton 

Warner, George Henry Quibel!, Massingham, Lincoln, Chemist. Jan 
3 at 11 at the Royal Hotel, Hull, Camwmack, Spalding . 

Wa'kin, David, Lanharry, Glamorgan, Builder. Jan 16 at 12 at the 
Windsor Arms Hotel, Puntclown. Stockwood, jun, Bridgend 

Whichelo, Froderick Weidenbach, Rodney rd, Lock’s fields, Walworth, 
Licensed Victualler. Jan 4 at 1s at offices of Price and Stimson, 
Seijeant’sinn, Fleet st. 

Whitehouse, Thomas, Tipton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Jan3 at 
3 at offices of Stokes, Priory st, Dudley 

Williams, John, Llangennech, Carmarthen, Shoemaker. Jan 9 at 11 
at offices of Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 

Williams, John, Bream, Gloucester, Grocer, Jan 4 at 2 at the Bell 
Hote!, Gloucester, Williams, Monmouth 

Winby, Clifford Etches, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Engineer. Jan 8 at 1! at 
offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Wise, William, jun, Birmingham, Builder. Jan 5 at 12 at the Great 
Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham, Buller and Bickley, 
Birmiagham 

Turspay, Dec. 26, 1876. 


Arundel, James, John Farrer, Thomas Fozzard, George Hudson, 
William Ingam, Joseph Milns, John Sharp, John ; Harrison, and 
Benjamin Tingle, Huuslet, Leeds, Bill Discounters. Jan 5 at 3 at 
offices of Routh and Co, Park row, Leeds. Emsiey 

Aston, Robert, Rotherham, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 8 at 11 at offices of 
Marsh, Westgate, Rotherham 

Ayers, William, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 8 at 3 at offices 
of Rogers, Essex st, Strand 

Banks, Fisher, Keswick, Cumberiand, Drapsr. Jan 6 at 2 at offices of 
Broatch, Court buildings, Keswick 

Baughan, Rosa, and Clara Eliza Baughan, Bark place, Bayswater, 
School Prop;zietresses, Jan 9 at 2 at offices of Hudson and Co, 
Bucklersbury 

Birkbeck, Francis, Liverpool, Butcher. Jan 8 at 2 at offices of Knowles, 
Omon court, Liverpoo) 

Bonsor, William, Aston, nt Birmingham, no occupation. Jan 8 at2 at 
offices of Johnson and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingnam 

Brown, John, Darlington, Tailor. Jan 12 at | at offices of Wilkes, 
Northgate, Darlington 

Buller, William Tempier, Twickenham, 
of Gold and Son, Sergeants’ inn, Chancery lane 

Callow, Edward, Hunstanton,’ Norfo!k, Commission Agent. 
12 at the Bridge Hotel, Sutton bridge. Nurse, King’s Lyna 

Carno#, William, jun, Trungle Farm, Cornwall, Farmer. Jan8 at 12 
at offices of Rodd and Cornish, Parade st, Penzance 

Chalmers, Francis Neilson, Pali Mall, General Agent. March 29 at 1 
at offices of Chatterton, Ludgate hill 

Cleall, Fanny, Cumberwell rd, Bootmaker. 
Oliver, Bond ourt, Walb ook 

Cook, Thomas, South Leverton, Nottingham, Cettager. 
at offices of Marshall and Co, East Retturd 

Cooper, William, New | ond st, Jeweller. Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Apps, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 

Cottrell, James Winchester, Bristol, China Dealer. Jan 9 at 2 at offices 
of Campbell and Salmon, St Stephen st, Bristol 

Cowburn, John, Milibridge, York, Builder, Jan 9 at 3 at offices of 
Chadwick and Sons, Chur.sh st, Dewsbury 

Cross, John Owen, Shcrwood, Nottingham, Builder. Jan 18 at 12 at 
cffices of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Cruikshank, Thomas, Leeds, Grocer. Jan 5 at il at officesof Middle- 
ton and Sons, Park row, Leeds 

Davies, William, Newport. Mon, Draper. Jan 8 at 12 at offices of Tribe 
and Co, High st, Newport. Gibbs, Newport 

Dix, William Thomas, Cheltenham, Tailor, Jan 8 at 3 at. offces of 
Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham 

Elson, James, Ramsgate, Innkeeper, Jan 8 at 3 at 108, High st, Rams- 
gate. Sparkes and Mercer 

Evang, John, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Surgeon, Jan 8 at 11 at offices of 
Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Evans, Michael Jones, Liverpool, Corn Merchant. Jan 15 at 2 at 14, 
Cook st, Liverpool. Murtios, Liverpool 

Fry, Frecerick William, Bristol, Grocer. Jan 4 at 12 at offices of 
Collins, jun, Broad st, Bristol. Stanleyant Waxbrougn, Bristol 

Gill, William, Postern row, Tower hill, Dealer in Um brellas, Jan 3 at 

» 3 at 30, Camberwellgreen. Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 

Goldsmid, Saul, Goulston st, Whitechape!, Hebrew Writer. Jan 9 at 
12 at oftices of Pittman, Stam ford st, Blackfriars 

Green, William, Liverpool, Corn Merchant, Jan U5 at 2.30 at 14, Cook 
st, Liverrool, Martins, Liverpool 

Hackett, James, Leeas, Bootmaker. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Hardwick, 
Infirmary st, Leeds 

Hancock, James Robinson, ‘Nottingham, Machine Builder. J an 9 at 
at offices of Bright, Town Club chambers, Wheelergate, Notting- 

am 

Henne, John, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Shoemaker. Jan 12 at 
3 at offices of Lees, jun, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Muir, James, Liverpool, Baker. Jan 15 at 3 at 14, Cook st, Liverpool, 
Anthony, Liverpool 

Horn, Thomas, Darlington, Draper. Jan 12 at 3 at offiees of Wilkes, 
Northgate, Darlington 


Anh cit, 


Jan 2 at 2 at offices 





Jan 3 at 


Jan Sat 3 at offices of 


Jan 12atll 


Hubbard, John Page, Croydon, Sewing Machine Dealer, Jan eg 
at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Pullen, Basinghall st 
Hatchinson, Trevenen, Stockton-on-Tees, Wine Merchant, ] 
12 at offices of Doddsand Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees ; 
Jackson, Alfred James, Birmingham, Comaission Agent, Jan 
at offices of Courtenay aud Croome, Gracechureh st, 
Martin, Reading 
Latimer, George, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Grocer, Jan 9 at 
offices of Wicks and Barn, Castleggte, Cockermouth * oe 
Marriott, John, and John Norman, Nottingham, Hosiery 
Jan 8 at 2 at the Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingh: 
Cranch and Stroud, Nottingham "7 
Mordle, William, Rosemary rd, Peckham, 


Ps 


Ba 
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Pawnbroker, Jan 1; 
at offices of Chapman, Fenchuroh st fii 
Morgan, John, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Bookseller. Jan 4 at 
offices of Jones and Co, Lincula’s inn fields. Hughes and) 
Aberystwith iy 
Morris, Israel, Bloxwich, Stafford, Brickmaker. Jan 10 at ll 
of Gatis, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Mottram, Joseph, Salford, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 5 at 4 at 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manches' a 
Neillings, John, Manchester, Builder, Jan 8 at 3 at offices of Goal 
St Peter’s sq, Manchester ni 
Norman, Charlies, Rittendon common, Essex, Brickmaker. Jan 19; 
11 at offices of Preston, Mark lane 
Penball, William Higman, St Austell, Cornwall, Saddler. Jan 16 
at offices of Carlyon and Stephens, Cross lane, St Austell 
Pool, Edward, London Central Meat Market, Meat Salesman, 
at 12 at London Joint Stock Bank chambers, West Sx 
Uubbard 
Race, Henry, Roystone, York, Potato Dealer. Jan 15 at 11 at 
of Gray, Eldon st, Barnsley 
Ramo, Richard, Shouldham, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 6 at 12 at 
of Beloe, New Conduit st, King’s Lynn 
Rayner, William, Claremont sq, Islington, Insurance Agent, J 
at 2 at the Queen's Hotel, Wellington st, 3. Rider, Leeds 
Reynolds, William, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Tailor, Jan 1 at 1% 
offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd aa 
Richardson, William, Middlesborough, Plumber. Jan 6 at 11 at 
of Bates, Zetland rd, Middlesborough, Addeabrooke, Middlesba 
Robinson, George William, Yardley Hastings, Northampton, 
Jan 8 at 11 at offices of Jeffery, Market sq, Northampton 
Rudman, James, Bradtord-on-Avon, Wilts, Boot Maker. Jan 9at 
offices uf Ciark, St Margaret st, Bradford-on-Avon oa 
Sloman, Solomon, Commercial rd, Manager to a Wholesale 
Jan 16 at 2 at 145, Cheapside, Cattlin, Guildhall yard 
Smith, Jonn Wells, Heatingley, Leeds, Artist. Jan 8 at 3at 
Gordon, Bond st, Leeds ee 
Stevens, Matthew, Cardiff, Baker. Jan 8 at 2 at office of Griffith an 
Corbett, Quay st, Cardiff Re 
Sugg, William, Much Wenlock, Salop, Innkeeper, Jan 8 at 19 at 
Tontine Hotel, Ironbridge. Osborne, Shifnal 
Tayfield, Harris, Mile End rd, Hairdresser, Jan6 at 4 at 
Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st Ms 
Taylor, Alfred, Cambridge rd, Bethnal Green, Builder. Jan 16 at 
offices of Tippetts and Co, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons * 
Thomas, Thomas Samual, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Butcher, 
8 at 11 at offices of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Bee 
Thornton, James, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Innkeeper, Jan Sah 
at offices of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Topley, Ebenezer Samuel, Seven Sisters’ rd, Islington, Grocer, 
9 av 2 at 4, Arthur st east. May ard Co, Adelaide p'ace 
Turner, Thom»s Browne, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 10atl 
at offices of Harvey, Selborne buildings, Millstone lane, Leicester 
Umbers, Edward, Wappenbury, Warwick, farmer. Jan 6 at 12a) 
offices of Mcores, Warwick s 
Ware, James, Castle ct, Laurence lane, Carrier. Jun 4 at 4 at offieesd 
Wetherfield, Gresham buildings yas: 
Watson, James Thomas, and James Havey Watson, Leeda, 
Jan 8 at 2 at offices of Routh and Co, Royal I.surance 
Park row, Leeds, Emeley Aa 
Wilcox, Edwin, Lombard Exchange, Lombard st, Asphalte Gc 
Jan 6 at 11 at offices of St, Aubyn, Lombard st a] 
Williams, James, Monmouth, Carpenter, Jan 5 at 2 at offices” 
Deakin, Castle hill, Monmouth a 
Wishlade, Benjamin Edward, Kington, Hereford, Butcher, Jan ia 
11 at offices of Bodenham and ‘l'emple, Duke st, Kington Gus) 
Wood, Edwin. and Robert Wood, Morley, York, Dyers, Jan 5at2 0 
the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury, Smith, Birstal f 
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